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Reply to Office action of May 1 1, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS: 

Reconsideration of the above identified application is respectfully requested. 

In the Office action dated May 11, 2004, claims 4, and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Dorson et al. (Journal of Fish Diseases, 1978, 1:309-320; 
hereinafter "Dorson"). Claims 1, 3-5, 8, 10-14, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,274,147 to Vakharia et al. (hereinafter "Vakharia"). 
The Examiner is thanked for pointing out claims 6, 7, 1 5 and 16 are free of prior art of record. 

Applicants also acknowledge safe receipt of the "Notice of References Cited" (form 
PTO-892) and cited reference. 

In response to the rejections, Applicant has decided to amend claim 1 to incorporate the 
limitations of claim 6 into the amended claim 1. Also, Applicant has converted claim 8 into an 
independent claim and further incorporated the limiation of claim 15 into the amended claim 8. 
As a result, claims 6 and 15 are cancelled. Furthermore, claims 1 and 8 are further amended to 
change the phrase "is produced in" to - is obtained from - to further clarify the invention. Since 
the Examiner has indicated that claims 6-7, and 15-16 are patentable, the amended claims 1 and 
8, which contain the limitations of claims 6 and 15, should be allowable. In addition, claims 3, 7, 
10, and 16, which are depending upon the amended claims 1 and 8, respectively, should also be 
allowable. 

In addition, Applicant has amended claims 4 and 1 1 to incorporate the limitation of claim 
13 into claims 4 and 1 1. As a result, claim 13 is cancelled. In addition, claims 4 and 1 1 are 
further amended to change the phrase "is produced in" to - is obtained from - to further clarify 
the invention. Claim 14 is amended to correct the dependency of the claim from claim 13 to 
claim 1 1 because claim 13 has been cancelled. Claim 17 is cancelled. Due to the cancellation of 
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claim 17, claim 18 is amended to change the dependency of the claim from claim 17 to claim 4. 
These amendments are conform to the practice after final. No new matter has been introduced. 

In addition to the cancellation and amendments of the claims, a 132 declaration is 
submitted accompanying this response in support of Applicant's claim that the claimed invention 
is unobviously different from that of the prior art product, because the GF-1 cell line, which is 
derived from grouper, is not supposed to be a susceptible host for IPNV, but, as the comparative 
studies shown, IPNV in fact is propagated in the GF-1 cell line far better than that in the CHSE- 
214 cell line (a salmon cell line), which is known to be susceptible to IPNV. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the amendments of claims 4 and 1 1 have overcome 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) and (e) for the reasons set forth below. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Dorson et 
al. (Journal of Fish Diseases 1978, 1 :309-320). The Examiner alleges that "Dorson et al. clearly 
teach an immunologically effective amount of an infectious pancreatic necrosis virus (IPNV) 
vaccine for immunizing trout. See Office Action at 2. Specifically, the Examiner alleges that 
due to Applicant's recitation of the phrase "wherein said IPNV is produced in an immortal cell 
line. . .", the claim is a product-by-process claim. The Examiner further asserts that "where a 
product-by-process claim is rejected over a prior art product that appears to be identical, 
although produced by a different process, the burden is upon the applicants to come forward with 
evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art 
product." &e Office Action at 3. 
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Applicant disagrees with the Examiner's characterization of claims 4-5 as product-by- 
process claim. In order to clarify that claims 4 and 5 are not product-by-process claims, 
Applicant has amended the phrase "is produced in" to - is obtained from - to ensure that the 
claim is not to be construed as product-by-process claim. In addition, a 132 declaration is 
submitted, in which the declarer presented her comparative studies regarding the IPNV 
propagation between the GF-1 and the CHSE-214 cell line. The GF-1 cell line derives from 
Epinephelus coioides (grouper), which is known not a susceptible host for IPNV (meaning that 
IPNV would not be able to propagate in grouper). CHSE-214 cell line, on the other hand, is a 
cell line derived from Chinook salmon embryonic cells, which is known to be susceptible to 
IPNV. However, the results of the comparative studies show, contrary to the conventional belief, 
IPNV not only propagates well in the GF-1 cell line, but propagates in a titer of almost twice of 
that in the CHSE-214 cells. This clearly constitutes an unexpected result which should no doubt 
support Applicant's claim that the IPNV obtained from GF-1 cell line is different from the IPNV 
obtained from RTG-2 cells as disclosed in Dorson et al. RTG-2 cells are cells derived from 
Rainbow trout gonad which is known to be susceptible to IPNV {i.e., Rainbow trout belongs to 
the salmonid species). 

In addition, Dorson et al. never discloses the use of an inactivated IPNV for vaccine. 

To anticipate a claim, each and every element of the claim must be taught, either 
expressly or inherently, in a single prior art reference. See e.g., Verdegaal Bros. v. union Oil Co. 
of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987) ("a claim is anticipated only if each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single 
prior art reference"). 
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Since Dorson et al. do not teach the claim limitation that "IPNV is an inactivated virus " 
claims 4-5 are not anticipated by Dorson et al. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) 
Claims 1, 3-5, 8 and 10-14, 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Vakharia et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,274,147 Bl ("Vakharia et al."). Specifically, the 
Examiner alleges that "Vakharia et al. teach both live, non-pathogenic infectious pancreatic 
necrosis virus (IPNV) vaccines and inactivated IPNV vaccines. Nodavirus (which comprise 
various NNV species) chimeric vaccines are also taught." See Office Action at 4. 

With regard to claim 1, Applicant has amended the claim to incorporate the limitation of 
claim 6, i.e., "the IPNV is an inactivated virus." Since the Examiner indicates that claim 6 is 
allowable, the amended claim 1 and its dependant claims 3, 8, and 10, should now be allowable. 

With regard to claims 4-5, 1 1-14, and 17-18, Applicant has amended claims 4 and 1 1 to 
change the phrase "is produced in" to - is obtained from - to ensure that it is now clear that the 
claims are not "product-by-process" claims. Also, as set forth in Applicant's arguments 
traversing the 102(b) rejections and the attached 132 declaration, supra, which is incorporated by 
reference, the IPNV obtained from the GF-1 cell line is unobviously distinctively different from 
the IPNV from CHSE cells taught in Vakharia et al., or any IPNV derived from a susceptible 
host of IPNV. 

Since Vakharia et al. do not teach the limitation that the IPNV is obtained from the GF-1 
cell line, Applicant's claimed invention is not anticipated by Vakharia et al. 
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In view of the foregoing, the objection and rejections have been overcome and the claims 
are in condition for allowance, early notice of which is requested. Should the application not be 
passed for issuance, the examiner is requested to contact the applicant's attorney to resolve the 



problem. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September ^ 2005 




Fei-Fei Chao, Ph.D. (Reg. No. 43,538) 
Bingham McCutchen LLP 



Three Embarcadero Center, Suite 1800 
San Francisco, California 94 1 1 1 -4067 
Tel.: (202) 778-3179 



Fax: (202)-778-6155 
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